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I .  KAFFIR CORN, MILO MAIZE A N D  MOLASSES COMPARED W l T H  
INDIAN CORN FOR FATTENING CATTLE.  
I I .  COTTON SEED COMPARED W l T H  COTTON SEED M E A L  AS A SUP- 
PLEMENT T O  KAFFIR CORN FOR FATTENING CATTLE.  
By John C.  Burns. 
The experiments reported in this bulletin are in line with and in many 
respects duplicates of those reported in bulletin No. 97 of this Station last 
year. They were conducted, therefore, chiefly for the purpose of determin- 
ing further the value of kaffir corn, 'milo maize, molasses, and cottonseed 
for fattening cattle. So, while in most respects similar to those of last year, 
they differ in some important points that  should be of special interest both 
to the feeder and the breeder. Chief among these are the longer feeding 
periods of the experiments reported herein and the difference in the ages 
of the cattle used. I t  is of value to know that while the experiments con- 
ducted last year were with matured cattle-three and four year old steers- 
those of this year were with two year old steers. 
The digestion trials with kaffir corn and milo maize conducted last 
year and reported in bulletin No. 97 were not repeated this year. 
IMPORTANCE O F  DETERMINING T H E  T R U E  FEEDING VALUES OF 
KAFFIR CORN, M I L O  MAIZE, BLACK STRAP MOLASSES, 
A N D  COTTON SEED. 
In justice to both the producer and the feeder of these products of the 
farm and mill, their true feeding values should be known. Since cattle 
feeding operations in Texas began, the by-products of the manufacture of 
cotton ,seed oil, viz., cottonseed meal and hulls, have been the chief feed- 
stuffs used. Each year the prices of these by-products have increased until 
a t  the present time the margin of profit between the cost of placing a 
finished steer on the market and the price received for him, is so small 
a s  to offer very little encouragement to anyone to enter the feeding business 
where these products alone are to be depended upon. Again, i t  is a fact 
that steers fed on cottonseed meal and hulls have seldom brought the high 
prices of corn-fed steers. This is due to the unfinished condition in which 
cattle fed on meal and hulls usually reach the market, and this fact may 
as well be attributed to the nature of the feedstuffs as to too short periods 
of feeding. Cottonseed meal and hulls do not make the balanced ration 
for fattening that even corn alone does, provided, of course, the latter be 
fed with roughage of some kind. Corn contains a very large percentage 
of starch- the constituent in a feedingstuff that makes i t  valuable as a 
fat producer. Cottonseed meal contains only a very small percentage of 
starch but a large percentage of protein-the constituent in a feedstuff that 
makes i t  valuable pricipally as  a muscle builder. I t  would seem and is, 
thersfore, better as a feed for growing animals than i t  is for fattening 
or finishing purposes, although, as every feeder who has had experience 
with it, knows, i t  possesses merits along this line also. Corn-fed cattle, 
therefore, usually reach the market in a fatter and more highly finished 
condition than meal and hulls fed cattle. 
Why do not Texas feeders put more corn-fed cattle on the market? 
I t  is because corn i s  seldom produced in such abundance in this State 
as to place the price within reach of the cattle feeder. Thousands of 
bushels are shipped each year from Oklahona and Kansas, where corn 
is produced in much greater abundance and is, therefore, cheaper to the 
cattle feeder of the sections where it is raised. The freight rates make 
this same corn too high for cattle feeding in Texas, and as long as such 
conditions exist, with no higher prices paid for cattle on the market, the 
Texas feeder cannot be expected to produce corn-finished cattle. 
The salvation for the cattle feeder would seem to be, therefore, the 
production of a greater abundance of corn in Texas. No man gets so 
much out of his land and his cattle as he who raises his own feed and fat- 
tens his own cattle, for he sells his feedstuffs for a higher price in the highly 
concentrated form of livestock and a t  the same time he restores the fertility 
of his land. 
As was stated above, the property of corn that makes i t  so valuable 
as a fa t  producer is its large content of starch. Feed materials, therefore, 
similar to it in composition and digestibility are more or less fat producers 
and serve the same purpose as  corn. It is well known that corn cannot 
be produced satisfactorily and in abundance in all sections of this great 
State, but there are other feeds of similar character that  can be produced 
in abundance to take its place. Chief among these feeds are kaffir corn, 
mi10 maize, and molasses. The feeding value of Indian corn is well known 
and since these feeds come in competition with it, their true feeding values 
should be known in justice to both the man who produces them and the 
man who feeds them. Indian corn was, therefore, used in these experiments 
a s  a basis of comparison with kaffir corn, milo maize, and molasses. 
While the feeding value of molasses for cattle had been practically 
determined in previous experiments made by this station, i t  was thought 
that further evidence would be of value. 
Cottonseed, though to some extent familiar as  a feed to nearly all cot- 
ton farmers who keep & few head of cattle, has never been used extensively 
in fattening cattle for the market. As has been said, the meal which is  a 
product of the seed is more generally used. The seed contain all the 
constituents that make the meal valuable as  a feed, the principal being 
protein and, in addition, a very 'large percentage of oil. Some of this oil 
when taten ir to the animal bcdy is ccnverted into animal fat;  but if the  
seed be fecl in too large quantities, the oil seems to have a purging effect 
2nd causes scours. The question arises, however, as  to whether or not 
there are certain years when the relation between the price of seed and 
that of meal is such that it  would be more profitable to the feeder to feed 
cottonseed than cottonseed meal. Can it  be fed in such quantities and com- 
bined with other feeds in such a way as  to make a more economical ration 
for fattening cattle than cottonseed meal? 
In an experiment conducted by this station a t  Clarenclon, Texas, last 
year and relscrted in bulletin No. 97, it was found that cottonseed a t  twelve 
dollars a tcn was mcre profitable for supplementing a kaffir corn ration 
than cottonseetl me21 at twenty-six dcllars a ton. Ancl so the experiment 
reportec! in this bulletin wzs ccnductecl to gain further jnfcrmation on this 
point. 





EXPERIMENT. 
Cattle.-The cattle used in the experiment were 30 head of range bred, 
high grade, two year old Aberdeen-Angus steers purchased of Mr. Dick 
Sellman, Rochelle, McColloch County, Texas. They were the tops of a 
bunch of about two hundred head, possessing good quality, and were 
fairly unifcrm in appearance throughout, bearing eviclence in breeding from 
a t  least three to four crosses of pure bred bulls. Shipped directly off the 
range, they arrived a t  College Station on October 14,  1907, after being 
irf transit sixty-three hcurs. Immediately upon arrival and before being watered 
or f ~ d ,  they were weighed, and the average weight was found to be 657 
pounds. A week later on what could nct .be ccnsidered more than a fill 
from the time they arrived, the average weight was 742 pounds; this gives 
an idea of the enormous shrinkage incurred in shipping. 
Owing to clelay in securing some of the necessary feedstuffs, the ex- 
periment proper was not started until some weeks later. 
The steers, though no gentler than the average of range ste?rs, soon 
ate  readily the cottonseed meal and hulls  laced before them. Their first 
feed was on the evening of their arrival, and consisted of 15 pcuvds of cot- 
tonseed meal and 30 pcunds of cottonseed hulls for the whole bunch. Thi.; 
amount w2s gradually increased until each steer was eating three pzunds 
of meal and 15 pounds of hulls claily. They were also given access to a 
good bermuda grass pasture of fourteen or fifteen acres. It was nct the 
desire to push them before the experiment proper began, nor, in fact to 
do more than get them to eating well; and fcr these reasons the meal was 
never raised above three pounds a head daily, alihcvgh in the 15 pounds 
o i  hulls, each steer was receiving about all he wculcl cat  of this feed. They 
were handled in this manner until December 20th, V ~ I C I ) ,  everything having 
been gotten in readiness for the experiment prcper, thcy were divided into 
five lcts, six in each lct.  To this date the 20 head had c~nsumed  2196 pounds 
of meal and 8577 pounds of hulls. 
Plan of Experiment.-When the steers were divided, the lots were 
designated by numbers I, 11, 111, IV a r d  V, azid were thereafter to be fed a s  
follows: " 
Lot I .  Indian corn, cottonseed meal and hulls. 
. Lot 11. Kaffir ccrn, cottonseed meal and hulls. 
Lot 111. Milo maize, cottcnsef d meal and hulls. 
Lot IV. 14classes, Indian corn, cottonseed meal and hulls. 
Lot V. Kaffir corn, cottonseed and hulls. 
It will be noted that cottonseed meal and hulls fcrmed the basal ra.- 
tion for lots I, 11, I11 and IV, in the comparison of Indian corn, kaffir corn, 
milo maize and molasses; and kaffir corn and cottonseed hulls formed the 
basal ration for lots I1 and V, in the comparison of ccttonseed meal and 
cottonseed. 
The pens in which the cattle were fed frcm the time they were divided 
until the end of the experime,nt were abcut 150x270 feet. All were well 
drained and a t  no time during.the experiment became very muddy. A shed 
open on the south side in each pen, served as  a shelter against rain and 
cold north winds. Each pen was supplied with goccl clear well water; and 
rock salt was kept in one ccrner of the feed troughs. 
Thus the conditicns under which the cattle were fed were as nearly equal 
for  all the lcts ae  it mas pcssible to make them. 
AIessrs. W. G. North, Cuero, Texas, and R. W. Faust, Comfort, Texas, 
did the feeding and used the experiment as  a subject for their graduating 
theses. Feed was supplied twice daily-in the morning and in the evening- 
special attention being given to regularity. 
Feeds Used.-The feedstuffs used in the experiment were all pure 
and of good quality. The kaffir corn and milo maize consisted of the 
threshed grain ground into chops. Care was taken to have the Indian corn 
ground into chops to the same degree of fineness as  the kaffir corn and milo 
maize, in order to eliminate any difference in the results of feeding that 
might occur from having one grain ground coarser or finer than another. 
Preliminary . -It being desirable to have all the steers of each lot eating 
well of their respective rations before the experiment proper began, i t  was 
necessary to conduct a preliminary for several days. This began on Dec- 
ember 21st, when each lot started off on the following daily ration: 
Lot I .  18 pounds Indian corn, 18 pounds cottonseed meal and 90 pounds 
cottonseed hulls. 
Lot 11. 18 pounds kaffir corn, 18 pounds cottonseed meal and 90 pounds 
cottonseed hulls. 
Lot  111. 18 pounds milo maize, 18 pounds cottcnseed meal and 90 pounds 
cottonseed hulls. 
Lot  IV. 6 pounds molasses, 18 pounds Indian corn, 18 pouncls cotton- 
seed meal, 90 pounds cottonseed hulls. 
Lot V. 18 pounds kaffir corn, 12 pounds cottonseed, 12 pounds cotton- 
seed meal, 90 pounds cottonseed hulls. 
Some difficulty was experienced in getting some of the lots on. full 
feed as  rapidly as  the others, and so the preliminary feeding was continued 
until the morning of January 12th, 1908, longer than i t  was first intended. 
During this period, the total amounts of feed consumed by the lots were 
a s  follows: 
Lot I .  892 pounds Indian corn. 
381 pounds cottonseed meal. 
1902 pounds cottonseed hulls. 
Lot 11. 912 pounds kaffir corn. 
387 pounds cottonseed meal. 
1932 pounds cottonseed hulls. 
Lot 111. 892 pounds milo maize. 
381 pounds cottonseed meal. 
1902 pounds cottonseed hulls. 
Lot N. 495 pounds molasses. 
694 pounds Indian corn. 
381 pounds cottonseed meal. 
1902 pounds cottonseed hulls. 
Lot V. 719.5 pounds kaffir corn. 
643.5 pounds cottonseed. 
146 pounds cottonseed meal. 
1742.5 pounds cottonseed hulls. 
Experiment Proper.-Beginning a t  the evening feed of January 12th, 
the  experiment proper lasted until the morning feed of May I l th ,  covering 
a period of 120 days. On .January 12th the day's ration for each lot was a s  
follows : 
Lot I .  60 pounds Indian corn, 18 pounds cottonseed meal, 72 pounds 
hulls. 
Lot 11. 60 pounds kaffir corn, 18 poands cottonseed meal, 72 pounds 
hulls. 
Lot 111. 60 pounds milo maize, 18 pounds cottonseed meal, 72 pounds 
hulls. 
Lot IV. 20 pounds molasses, 40 pounds Indian corn, 18 pounds cotton- 
seed meal, 72 pounds hulls. 
Lot V. 39 pounds kaffir corn, 23 pounds cottbnseed, 10 pounds cotton- 
seed meal, 63 pounds hulls. 
As the grain was raised in each lot it was found necessary to cut the 
hulls down as  the steers would not eat  the 90 pounds daily that they were 
receiving a t  the beginning of the preliminary. They were, however, gotten 
up again as  high as  84 pounds by February 22nd, and cleaned up this amount 
readily until about March 22nd, when i t  became necessary to lower it  until 
they were soon eating only 72 pounds again, which amount they continued 
to receive to the end of the experiment. 
The cottonseed meal for lots I, 11, I11 and IV, remained the same as  
the amounts stated above throughout the experiment. In Lot V i t  was in- 
tended to substitute cottonseed meal for cottonseed in the proportion of two 
of seed to one of meal, in  which case Lot V would have received 36 pounds 
of seed against Lot I1 which received 18 pounds of meal. As was expected, 
however, considerable trouble was encountered in getting the steers to eat 
very much hulls without the meal, the seed, of course, not sticking to the 
hulls like the meal, thus making the hulls less palatable. I t  was February 
l l t h  before Lot V was gotten on a ration that would permit a clear com- 
parison between it  and Lot 11. It was finally possible to substitute only 12 
pounds of meal with seed which resulted in Lot V receiving 24 pounds of 
seed and 6 pounds of meal as  against Lot I1 which received 18 pounds of 
meal. 
The grain in all the lots (grain for Lot IV included both Indian corn 
and molasses) was raised gradually a t  the rate of two to four pounds to 
the lot from time to time until they were receiving about all they would 
clean up readily, By February l l t h ,  each lot was receiving 84 pounds daily 
of its respective grain feed, and by March 26th each was receiving 102 
pounds, which amount i t  continued to receive to the end of the experiment. 
The molasses and Indian corn fed to  Lot IV added together were equal 
in weight to the amount of grain for each of the other lots. I t  was the 
intention a t  first to keep the grain ration for this lot one-half molasses and 
one-half Indian corn, but when the amount was raised beyond the  point 
at which the molasses was about 36 pounds to the lot daily or two quarts 
to the steer, i t  was found that this proportion could not be maintained and 
a t  the same time get Lot IV to eat  as  much of the molasses and corn to- 
gether as  the other lots would take of grain. The steers did not seem to 
relish such a large proportion of molasses when the amount went beyond 
two quarts. The Indian corn was therefore raised a t  a little faster rate than the  
molasses, the proportion of molasses to corn being when the total was 102 
pounds to the lot daily, 48 pounds molasses to 54 pounds Indian corn. 
The average daily ration per steer for each oS the lots on full feed and 
a t  the end of the experiment was as  follows: 
Lot I. 17 pounds Indian corn, 3 pounds cottonseed meal, 12 pounds 
hulls. 
Lot 11. 17 pounds kaffir corn, 3 pounds cottonseed meal, 12 pounds 
hulls. 
Lot 111. 17 pounds milo maize, 3 pounds cottonseed meal, 1 2  pounds 
hulls. 
Lot IV. 8 pounds molasses, 9 pounds Indian corn, 3 pounds cottonseed 
meal, 12 pounds hulls. 
Lot V. 17 pounds kaffir corn, 4 pounds cottonseed, 1 pound cottonseed 
meal, 12 pounds hulls. 
There were no noticeable differences in the way the steers of t h s  
different lots fared a t  any time during the experiment, unless i t  may be 
said of those of Lot IV that thqy shed off a little earlier as  dpring came on, 
and their coats became somewhat smoother and more glossy than the steers 
of the other lots. This fact was attributed to the molasses they were re- 
ceiving. Weather conditions were very favorable for open lot feeding nearly 
all the time, there being very few cold rains or severe northers. 
Weighing.-In order to get a t  the weights of the different lots as  ac- 
curately a s  possible, three weighings were made on successive days both 
at the beginning and a t  the end of the experiment, and the average of the 
two weights for each lot that were nearest the same, was taken as  the 
weight of that lot. One weight was also taken every thirty days during 
the experiment, in order to ascertain principally the progress in gain and 
any important differences that  might exist between the lots. On these 
weighing days the water troughs were covered before the morning feed, 
in order to eliminate the possibility of one lot taking a greater fill than 
another. The weighings were made between 10 and 12 o'clock in the morn- 
ing each time, which was about three hours after the cattle had cleaned 
up their morning's feed. 
The average gain per head of all the steers, reckoned from the weigh- 
i r ; g  one week after their arrival until January 12th, when the experiment 
proper began, was 130 pounds. 
Cost of Feeds Used.-Prices of all feedstuffs have been unusually high 
during the past year, and they were so a t  the time those used in these ex- 
periments were purchased, As the freight was a considerable iten? of ex- 
pense it  can be seen that  the cost of feedstuffs here was much higher than 
it  would have been on the farm during the average year. The feedstuffs 
used cost us a t  the following rates: 
Per Ton 
.................................... Indian Corn Chops $ 28.20 
Ground Kaffir Corn .................................... 24.40 
.................................... Ground Milo Maize 24.40 
Black Strap Molasses at 10 cts . per gal ................ 16.66 
Cottonseed Meal ...................................... 26.00 
Cottonseed Hulls ..................................... 6.00 
Cottonseed ............................................ 1800  
The final results of the test  between Lots I, 11, I11 and IV a r a  shown 
in Table 1 . 
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The table shows that kaffir corn made the largest and cheapest gains 
of any of the lots, followed in order by molasses and milo maize, Indian 
corn yielding the least and most costly gains. These results and those of 
the experiment conducted last year and reported in Bullein No. 97, show 
milo maize to be a cheaper feed and equal, pound for pound, if not a 
little superior in feeding value to Indian corn; they show kaffir corn to be ' 
as cheap as  milo maize and higher pound for pound in feeding value than 
either Indian corn or milo maize and therefore, yielding cheaper gains than 
either. Although, the results of experiments that have been made with 
feeding kaffir corn a t  the Oklahoma and Kansas stations show the average 
daily gain from this feed to be uniformly a little lower than the gain made 
from Indian corn, the results of our experiments here encourage us to say 
that i t  will yield as  niuch, if not a greater gain, than Indian corn, pound 
for pound, and particularly when both are fed with cottonseed hulls a s  
roughage. According to this experiment in terms of beef a t  $6.25 per hund- . 
red weight, the price lot I1 sold for on the market, 10,909 pounds of kaffir 
corn was worth $16.56 more than 10,900 pounds of Indian corn, Kaffir corn 
having yielded 265 pounds more gain than Indian corn. Likewise, 10,909 
pounds of milo maize in terms of beef a t  the same price was worth 56 cents 
more than 10,900-pounds of Indian corn. These figures are based on the 
supposition, of course, that the lot receiving Indian corn brought the same 
price per hundred weight, as  the kaffir and milo maize lots. 
We would again recommend, therefore, the feeding of the lowest priced 
of these three feeds. 
Comparing lot IV. with lot I the table shows that  6163 pounds of 
Indian corn and 4732 pounds of molasses together with the basal ration of 
meal and hulls produced 111 pounds mo,re gain than 10,900 pounds of 
Indian corn with the same amount of meaI and hulls. Had the gains been the 
same for both lots we could say that molasses was equal in feeding value 
pound for pound to Indian corn. The results, however, really show i t  to have 
a little higher feeding value since the 111 pounds gain of lot IV. over lot I 
must be attributed to molasses. This value would hold good, however, only 
to a limited extent as  i t  has been shown that cattle cannot eat  as  much 
- isses as  they can corn without causing scours or a t  least a too loose 
ition of the bowels. The results show that  i t  can very profitably re- 
nearly if not one-half of the corn ration in combination with cotton- 
meal and hulls. 
As was previously stated it  Was February 11th before lot V. was gotten 
L ration that would permit 'a clear comparison between i t  and lot 11. 
test between these two lots, therefore, lasted only 90 days. The feed 
umed by these two lots from the afternoon feed of January 12th until 
morning feed of February l l t h ,  inclusive was as  follows: 
Lot 11. 2284 lbs. Ilaffir corn. 
540 lbs. Cottonseed Meal. 
2190 lbs . Cottonseed Hulls. 
1,ot. V. 2094.5 lbs. Kaffir corn. 
733.5 lbs. Cottonseed. 
227 lbs. Cottonseed Meal. 
2181 lbs . Cottonseed Hulls. 
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The final results of the test between lots I1 and V. are shown in Table 
11. 
TABLE 11.-RESULTS O F  N I N E T Y  DAY T E S T  W I T H  COTTONSEED 
MEAL AND COTTONSEED AS SUPPLEMENTS T O  A KAFFIR 
CORN RATION. 
I I ; Arerage i 
No. 1 W e i g t ~ t  at No.  
Lot  ' Start i Steers 
I I 
I I I 
Feed Eaten 
I 
I t  I1 ( 976 Pound. 6 8,625 1,-s. Kaffir C O I  n ' 1 I360 2-51 Ibs. 1 10.7 c t s .  I 11,584 lbs. Cot%on S. M e a l  Ibs. 
1 I (6,909 lbs. Cotton S. Hull$; 
I I I I. 
I 
T o t a l  
Gain 
I 1 1103 2.04 lbs. 13.7 ctr. 
Ibs. 1 
528 Ibs. Cotton S. Meal 1 16,909 hs. Cotton s. Hulls I ; i 1 i I I 
The table shows that 1584 pounds of cottonseed meal together with 
Average I c o s t  of 
Dailv Ga in  Feed 
per Steer 1 per Pound 
the basal ration of kaffir corn and cottonseed hulls produced 257 pounds more 
gain than 2160 pounds of cottonseed and 528 pcunds of cottonseed meal 
with the same amount of kaffir corn and hulls, the daily gain of lot V. being, 
therefore, less and the ccst of gain more.. It shows that 2160 pounds of 
cottonseed had a much less feeding value than 1056 pounds of cottonseed 
meal, (the difference between the amount of meal consumed by lot V. and 
that consumed by lot II),  the former having produced considerably less 
gain, and that even though the gains had been the same for both lots, with 
seed a t  $18 per ton and meal a t  $26 per ton, there would be a difference of 
$5.72 in favor of having fed the meal. The results are the reverse of those 
of the Clarendon experiment of last year, reported in Bulletin No. 97, in 
which 21,815 pounds of 'cottonseed together with 90,565 pounds of kaffi~ 
corn fed to lot I of 50 steers were very much superior to 13,930 pounds of 
cottonseed meal together with 95,135 pounds of kaffir corn fed to lot I1 of 
50 steers. In the Clarendon experiment the average daiiy gain from the 
cottonseed was much higher and the cost per pound of gain much less, 
212 per ton having been paid for cottonseed and $26 per ton for cottonseed 
meal. 
The results of the experiment reported in this bulletin show that even 
with cottonseed a t  $12 instead of $18 per ton it  would have been more 
profitable to feed the meal a t  $26. Fed with a different form of roughage 
from cottonseed hulls a s  in the Clarendon experiment, in which kaffir corn 
stalks and fodder were fed, the results might prove more favorable for 
cottonseed. 
Marketing.-On J k y  12th, the day on which the last weights were taken 
ending the experiment, the five lo t s  of steers were shipped to the Fort 
Worth market and were sold through Cassidy southwestern Commission 
Co. to the packing firm of Swift and Company, through whose kindness we 
were enabled to get a slaughter test and a report as  to their estimate of the 
cattle on the hooks. 
18 
I I Gain 
Table 111 shows an account of the weights of the lots cn the market 
and the price received for each. 
T A B L E  I l l .  
NO. ~ o t  NO. steers 1 Weight . Price per Cwt.  1 Amount 
-1 
6 4330 lbs. $6.464 
-- 
-I 6250 ibs. i 1 $6.28 
I 
I1 1 6540 Ibs. 
6140 Ibs. 
-, 
The table shows that the Indian ccrn lot so13 for the highest price 
per hundred weight, follcwed in order by the molasses, cottcnseed, kaffir 
ccrn and milo maize lots. 
Frcm the time the cattle were loaded a t  College Staticn, which was 
the aftercccn cf Nay 12th, until run Gver the scales fcr  sale a t  Fort VCTcrth. 
on the morning of May 14th, was about 44 hours. 
Table IV. will show a comparison of the weights a t  Fort Worth with 
those a t  the end of the experiment a t  College Station. 
$6.25 
$6.144 
T A B L E  IV .  
No. Lot 
Weight at J ! . I 
6735 7220 6670 6885 6805 
The table-skw-s- shri-nkage to have been fairly uniform for all the ' 
lots except lot I1 that had received kaffir corn. The shrinkage of the kaffir 
-corn lot was the greatest and that of the Indian corn lot the least. 
Weight at ( 1 
 able V shows the report of the slaughtering records made by the 
different lots a s  furnished us by Swift and Company. 
I I 
Fort Worth I 6220 I 6140 6330 1 6250 
. I 
Shrinkage 515 555 555 1 
TABLE V .  
No. Lo t . .  . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  / 1 1  I1 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  No. Head. .  . 6 1 6 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Live Weight. .  . . . . I .  6210 1 6540 
I 
Dressed Weight-Warm.. . . . . .  ........ 1 3918 1 4050 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Dressed, Weight-Cold.. 3821 1 3958 3718 
. . .  Per cent Dressed (figured from cold weight). 
Weight of Caul Fat . .  ‘ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Weight of Ruffle Fat . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  98 86 82 
-1- 
Weight of Paunches and Contents.. . . . . . . . . .  672 849 680 
--- 
WeightofPaunchesEmpty . . . . . . . . . . . .  125 115 134 
--- 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Weieht of Tripe Fa t . .  36 28 31 
--- 
Weight of Other Fat. .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  106 84 92 
Comparing the different lots as  to 'differences in shrinkage from the 
dressed weight warm to the dressed weight cold, we find them quite uni- 
form, the least shrinkage having' been in lot I11 which was 82 pounds and the 
greatest in lot I, which was 97 pounds. We also find the dressing per cent 
of the different 1ot.s good and quite uniform, the highest having been that. 
of lot V which was 61.9 per cent and the lowest that of lots I1 and I11 which 
was 60 .5  per cent each. 
The following communication from l lessrs  . Swift and Company will: 
show how they estimated the cattle on the hooks. 
Swift & Company, 
Stock Yards Station, 
Fort Worth, Texas. 
May 25, 1908. 
Prof.. J. C. Burns, 
A. & M. College, 
College Station, Texas. 
Dear Sir: We attach herewith statement showing yield etc. on cattle 
killed by us on May 14th and 15th, which were fed a t  your college. 
These cattle were nice quality dressed, with the exception of one steer 
in lot I11 and one steer in lot IV, which were not well finished. Lot I was 
more even than the balance and consider same to be a little better quality 
straight through, but there was not a great deal of difference except in the 
two cattle referred to above. The lean meat of these different lots of 
cattle all had good bright color, lots I and I1 having better grain to the meat, 
that is, small particles of fa t  distributed among the meat than the balance; 
there being one or two cattle in lots 111, IV and V that did not have much 
fat distributed among the lean meat. 
We have been unavoidably delayed in giving you this information, and 
trust you have not been inconyenienced by same. If there is  any further 
information you desire, we would be pleased to furnish same. 
Yours respectfully, 
Swift & Company, 
(Signed) Per M. L. 
Beef Department. 
ML-OIS . 
Financial outcome. 
The thirty head of steers cost us a t  $25 per head, $750 f .  o. b. Rochelle, 
Texas. The freight to College Station was $41.50. The cost of the feed 
consumed by them from October 14th, 1907, the date of their arrival, until 
January 12th, 1908, the date beginning the experiment, was $167.27. The 
average cost of the steers a t  the beginning of the experiment was $31.96. 
Table VI shows the average cost per steer of each lot from the' begin- 
ning until the end of the experiment, the average expense per steer incurred 
in marketing together with the average selling price and net profit. 
In this table lot V is  calculated on a one hundred and twenty day 
basis similarly to the other lots instead of a ninety day basis as  in Table 11. 
TABLE VI. 
.... No. I o t . .  . . . . . . .  / I 1 1  ' I11 1V V I 
I- 1-1- 
- 
..... . . . . . . . . . . .  No. Steers.. ..'I 6 I 6 i 6 l 6 i 6  
Cost per Steer at  Beginning of 
Experiment . . . . . . . - . . . I  31 -96 31.96 . 31.96 31.96 31.96 
Cost of Feed Consumed per 
Steer during Experiment.. . . . I  34.766 1 31.333 31,333 30.204 32.311 
Freight Charge per Steer in 
Marketing .................. 1 1.801 1.801 1.801 1.801 1.801 
Cost of Yardage per Steer on 
Market . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 5  1 .25 1 .25 1 2 5  1 2 5  
Cost of Haying; per Steer on 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  k t  1 0 6  1 0 6 5  0 6 5  1 .065 0 6 5  
- -  
Cost of Commission per Steer 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  in Selling.. / .501 .501 . 501  k01 .50 
Cost of Placing Finished Steer 
. . . . . . . . . . .  on Market / 69.34 1 65.91 1 65.91 1 61.78 / 66-89 
Prlce Received per Steer on I 
M arket . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . I  67.16 1 68.12 / 62.88 1 68.19 1 65-42 
Net Profit or Loss per Steer.. . 
Not taking into account the labor ancl hauling necessary in conducting 
the experiment the total loss sustained on the thirty head of steers was 
cnly $6.36. Consjdering the very high prices paid for feedstuffs, and the 
double freight charges on the cattle, the financial results were most favor- 
able for an experiment. 
SUMMARY. 
I. Kaff ir  corn was cheaper than lndian corn and yielded better gains. 
I I .Milo maize was cheaper than lndian corn and yielded slightly bet- 
ter gains. 
Ill. Molasses very profitably replaced nearly half the lndian corn in a 
mixed ration of molasses, lndian corn, cottonseed meal and hulls. 
IV.  Cottonseed meal at $26 per ton was much more profitable than 
cottonseed at $12 per ton i n  supplementing a kaffir corn ,ration with cotton- 
seed hulls as roughage. 
V. The results of feeding two year old steers of a t  least three or four  
crosses of pure bred beef bulls, were very favorable from the standpoin4 
of gains, fattening, and selling. 
V I .  There were no material differences in  the slaughtering records of 
the different lots of steers. 
